Abstract
include various language devices (Bialystock, 1990; Dörnyei and Scott, 1997; Faerch and Kasper, 1983b; Paribakht, 1985 Poulisse, 1983 Tarone, 1997; Willems, 1987) .
There has been a great deal of research on the factors which influence the CS use such as task type, speaker's proficiency level, first language (L1) interference, and CS training effectiveness due to lack of conformity on CS definition. So some researchers (Bialystock, 1990; Dörnyei and Scott, 1997) believe that before any further exploration of the area, one must agree on a universal and clear-cut definition.
All of the empirical studies mentioned above which led to different taxonomies, were based on the oral discourse of L2 speakers or learners. In other words, the participants using CSs were always of the lower L2 proficiency level. It seems that researchers have neglected the other present side of the interaction including L2 teachers which are of the higher L2 proficiency. According to Tarone (1980) , CS "relates to mutual attempts of two interlocutors to agree on meaning in situations where requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared." She believes that CSs defined in this way function as 'bridges' over the linguistic knowledge gap between L2 learner and target language interlocutor. In teaching contexts the role of the teachers as one side of the 'bridge' is very significant and essential to the L2 learners. Teachers, as the L2 proficient interlocutor must lead the learners toward dealing with the emerging mismatches and unshared meanings.
The present study is an attempt to identify lexical and discourse-based communication strategies used by the other side of the interaction in teacher-learner classroom discourse.
Sometimes EFL teachers like learners to use communication strategies but unfortunately it has been reported that they use some L1 based strategies (i.e. code switching and literal translation) to compensate the breakdown in communication. The teacher's use of L1 based strategies discourages parents to send children to conversation classes. In the present research we are going to identify the communication strategies used by other side of the interaction in teacherlearner classroom discourse. The researchers want to clarify the techniques that the higher proficient interlocutor uses to bridge the linguistic knowledge gaps. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to identify the CSs used by teachers in Iranian English Language Teaching (ELT) classrooms, and to determine which types of CS are used more frequently. In the following section, a review of the related and empirical literature is presented.
Review of Related Literature
Tarone conducted a research on L2 proficiency and strategy selection. She ranked her subjects in what Biaystok estimated to be a rough order of proficiency to English (1977, p.202) and tabulated the number of times they used each strategy. The resulting distribution showed different selection patterns for each of the nine subjects (although paraphrase was usually the preferred strategy). Tarone acknowledges that personality differences among the subjects may account for these patterns, but claims as well 'that strategy preferences and secondlanguage proficiency level may prove to be related ' (p.202) . Bialystok (1983) examined the role of language proficiency in L2 learners' use of communication strategies by 17-year-old students in a French second language class. The students were taken from either an advance or a regular class, and their grades, test scores, and pretest results (all the students were administrated a cloze test to asses their proficiency in French) confirmed the designation as advanced or regular. The results showed that the advanced students used proportionally more L2-based strategies than did the regular students, who relied more on the L1-based strategies.
Other studies have also produced equivocal results. The detailed taxonomy developed by Paribakht (1985) allowed her to examine precise relations between speaker proficiency and strategy choice. In her study, native speakers of Persian, who were advanced or intermediate learners of English, and native speakers of English completed a set of communication tasks. Their strategic choices were examined in terms of the four approaches that organized her taxonomy: linguistic; contextual; conceptual; and mime. There were some differences between the groups for three of the four approaches, but no consistent pattern. The linguistic approach was used most often by the native English speakers and advanced learners. These were the two groups with the greatest linguistic resources, so were perhaps most able to use this approach. The contextual approach was used equally by all three groups. The conceptual approach was used most by the intermediate learners. This is perhaps a compensatory strategy for the lack of use of the linguistic approach. Mime was used by the learners more than by the native English speakers. Again, nonstrategic reasons for this difference can be imagined.
Possibly the two learners needed to compensate more for lack of linguistic resources, or possibly cultural differences made the choice of mime more natural for the learner groups. Clennell (1996) investigated the pedagogic status of discourse-based communication strategies teaching. His study investigated a case for teaching the pragmatic (discourse-based) features of English intonation to overseas students studying on tertiary level ELT courses, in order to improve cross-cultural communication at both receptive and productive stages. Drawing data from advanced level EAP learners, it advocates a systematic approach to the teaching of pragmatic and discourse-based CSs of English through an investigated consciousness-raising methodology.
Wendy (2006) examined the effects of oral communication strategy teaching (OCST) on learners' performance and on strategy use. Two classes in the secondary ESL classroom in Hong Kong participated in the study; one class received 16 hours of OCST and the other served as a comparison group. In weeks 1, 10 and 20, data were collected from the learners' performance in group work discussions, self-report questionnaires, observations of learners' strategy use, and stimulated recall interviews. The findings indicate that the treatment class generally outperformed the comparison class.
Aliakbari and Karimialvar (2008) studied communication strategies in written medium. Accordingly, the study aimed at pitting the use of CS against language proficiency level in argumentative writing of Iranian university students. The results revealed that language proficiency was highly related with the use of more reconceptualization strategies which are thought to be psychololinguistically more demanding compared with substitution strategies. Ting and Phan (2008) conducted a research on how the use of communication strategies was influenced by the target language proficiency of speakers of English as an Additional Language and their interlocutors. The oral interaction data from 20 participants in Malaysia were analyzed to identify the choice of communication strategies and type of communication strategy category, using an integrated framework comprising psycholinguistic (Faerch and Kasper 1980) , interactional (Tarone 1980) and discourse (Clennell 1995) perspectives. The results showed that the two groups did not differ in the total number of communication strategies used, and the preference was for strategies based on the second language (L2). Less proficient speakers inclined towards strategies based on first language (L1), language switch in particular, to overcome communication difficulties. More proficient speakers were able to use tonicity to show salience of information to enhance the negotiation of meaning. The proficient speakers compensated for lack of linguistic ability in their interlocutors, and the conversational adjustment was characterized by the diversified use of lexical repletion to maintain the conversation.
However, the available literature is admittedly slim on empirical research on teacher's use of lexical and discourse based communication strategies is a matter of concern worldwide. Therefore, much more information is needed on the nature of mentioned phenomenon. This study is an attempt to increase our understanding of CSs used by teachers as more proficient interlocutors.
Methodology

The Participants
Forty EFL teachers at language institutes in Miyandoab, Iran participated in this study. Twenty eight of teachers were male and twelve of them were female. All the participants had graduated from a university in English language field. They graduated from language teaching or English literature. They had almost five years' experience in teaching in conversation classes. The teachers aged from 24-35.
The Instrument
The instrument used in the study was a questionnaire prepared by the researchers to achieve the objective of the current research. The integration of Tarone's (1977) interactional, Farch and Kaspr's (1983) psychological and Clennell's (1995) discoursal typology was used as a questionnaire. The questionnaire included several open and close questions along with some required information to make sure that the teacher understands the purpose of the questionnaire and its content. The first part of the questionnaire consists of general questions about the teachers themselves, their experience in teaching and their familiarity with the area of communication strategies.
The second part of the questionnaire offers a brief introduction of CSs. Then for more clarification the selected typology enriched with descriptions and examples to make it more tangible. After the complete description of each strategy, there is a part asking teachers' opinion about their use of that specific communication strategy. The options teachers are supposed to choose range from 'almost always' to 'never' with 'sometimes', 'every once in a while' and 'rarely' in between. This type of technique is very similar to Likert s' (1932) scale in the aspect of involving a five part division in the choices based on their degree compared to the other options available. This scale asks the responders to answer to a series of statements by choosing 'strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, strongly disagree' for each statement.
The Data Collection Procedure
The researchers decided to collect the required data from among language institute teachers. For two reasonslanguage institutes were selected for collecting data: first, there is a greater chance of the required type of interaction happening in a private language classroom because the students are obliged to speak in English and the teacher is not allowed to talk in Farsi, and the second reason was that attending the institute and talking to teachers for several times is much more convenient at a private institute than a state school.
At first we decided to gather all the participants in each institute and explain them what we intended to do by the questionnaire. We didn't mention the research questions or even the general topic. The reason was to prevent a probable change in the teachers' answers with the purpose of emitting the investigated item. Although all teachers had graduated in English language, as some of them had studied English Literature and some had graduated a few years ago, we decided to explain the information provided and the questions asked in a face to face conversation to make sure there will be no misunderstanding on the teacher side. The class time devoted for teachers in each institute lasted for an hour and half because the teacher's entire schedule was so tight that getting even the necessary time was very difficult. First, the participants were ensured that the information gained from them would be kept strictly confidential. The teachers were informed that the survey would have no effect on their job. The questionnaires were gathered later after a few days, giving the teachers enough time to think on the questions and answer them carefully and honestly. The data received from teacher's opinions constituted the major sources for statistical analysis. The results were reported qualitatively by presenting every individual teacher's comment and quantitatively by showing the percentages that comments represent.
Data Analysis Procedure
The analysis mainly focused on investigating lexical and discourse-based CSs used by EFL teachers. The data which was received from teacher's answers on questionnaire was fed into computer and analyzed and interpreted following the grounded theory data analysis techniques and procedures. The results were analyzed in the form of paired t-test and data were calculated using SPSS software.
Results
In this section, the results of the study are discussed in the light of the research objective. The data consisted of the participants' answers on the questionnaire like the Likert Scale. The obtained data by the participants based on their answers related to the use of lexical and discourse based CSs were compared.
EFL teachers try to use achievement communication strategies (paraphrase, circumlocution, and demonstration) to compensate the breakdowns in communication and they mostly use discourse-based communication strategies to improve the effectiveness of communication.
To test the research question of this study paired samples test was conducted to investigate teacher's use of lexical and discourse-based CSs. Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 show the Paired Samples Statistics, Paired Samples Correlations and Paired Samples Test respectively for comparing teachers in terms of using lexical and discourse based CSs. The results of the Tables 4.1 and 4.3 revealed that there was a significant difference in the means of the scores for teachers in terms of using lexical (M=27.43,SD=9.26) discourse-based (M=89, SD=6.58) CSs.The significance value 0 was less than P< 0.05which revealed that the difference was meaningful. Table 4 .4 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Topic Avoidance CS was 50, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 20, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' and 'some times' were 50. Table 4 .5 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Message Abandonment CS was 40, and teachers who answered 'rarely' rarely was 30, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 30. Table 4 .6 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Message Replacement CS was 45, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 25, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 20 and for 'sometimes' the percent is 10. Table 4 .7 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Code Switching CS was 35, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 45, and teachers who answered' once in a while' was 15 and for' sometimes' the percent is 5. Table 4 .9 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Literal Translation CS was 60, and teachers who answered ' rarely' was 20, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 15 and the percent of'sometimes' was 5. Table 4 .10 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Substitution CS was 40, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 50, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 5 and the percent of 'sometimes' was 5. Table 4 .11 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Generalization CS was 35, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 35, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 15 and the percent of 'sometimes' was 15. Table 4 .12 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Circumlocution CS was 5, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 25, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 30 and the percent of 'sometimes' and 'always' were 35 and 5 respectively. Table 4 .13 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Exemplification CS was 5, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 10, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 40 and the percent of' sometimes' was 45. Table 4 .14 shows the percentage of teachers who answered 'never' in the items related to Word Coinage CS was 35, and teachers who answered 'rarely' was 45, and teachers who answered 'once in a while' was 10 and the percent of 'sometimes' was 10. Concerning the respondents' answers to restructuring CS 25% of the respondents selected "never", while 65% of them had selected "rarely" and 10 % of them selected "once in a while". Concerning the respondents' answers to mime CS 45 % of the respondents selected "never", while 25% of them had selected "rarely" and 30 % of them selected "once in a while". Concerning the respondents' answers to gesture CS 30 % of the respondents selected "never", while 35 % of them had selected "rarely" and 25 % of them selected "once in a while" and 10 % of teachers selected sometimes. Concerning the respondents' answers to sound imitation CS 25 % of the respondents selected "never", while 60 % of them had selected "rarely" and 15 % of them selected "once in a while". Concerning the respondents' answers to direct appeal CS 55 % of the respondents selected "never", while 35 % of them had selected "rarely" and 10 % of them selected "once in a while". Concerning the respondents' answers to indirect appeal CS 10 % of the respondents selected "never", while 60 % of them had selected "rarely" and 20 % of them selected "once in a while" and 10 % of the respondents selected sometimes. Concerning the respondents' answers to approximation CS 35 % of the respondents selected "never", while 35 % of them had selected "rarely" and 20 % of them selected "once in a while" and 10 % of the respondents selected sometimes option in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to all purpose words CS 40 % of the respondents selected "never", while 15 % of them had selected "rarely" and 35 % of them selected "once in a while" and 10 % of the respondents selected sometimes option in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to use of fillers CS 10 % of the respondents selected "never", while 25 % of them had selected "rarely" and 35 % of them selected "once in a while" and 25 % of the respondents selected sometimes and only 5 % of them selected always option in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to comprehension check CS 15 % of the respondents selected "sometimes" and 85 % of them had selected "almost always" options in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to clarification request CS 5 % of the respondents selected "once in a while" and 45 % of them had selected "sometimes" and 50 % of them selected "almost always" options in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to topic fronting CS only 2 % of the respondents selected "Rarely" and 15 % of them had selected "sometimes" and 80 % of them selected "almost always" options in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to tonicity CS only 10 % of the respondents selected "Once in while" and 25 % of them had selected "sometimes" and 65 % of them selected "almost always" options in the questionnaire. Concerning the respondents' answers to lexical repetition CS 15 % of the respondents selected "Once in while" and 35 % of them had selected "sometimes" and 50 % of them selected "almost always" options in the questionnaire. (Table 4 .1) with the mean of (27.43) for lexical-based CSs used by EFL teachers, the frequencies of lexical-based CSs are shown in Table 4 . 29 show that 60 % of respondents answered to lexical-based CSs less than the obtained mean (27.43) and 40 % answered more than the obtained mean for lexical-based CSs. (Table 4 .1) with the mean of (89.50) for discoursebased CSs used by EFL teachers, the frequencies of discourse-based CSs are shown in Table 4 .30 show that 25 % of respondents answered to discourse-based CSs less than the obtained mean (89.50) and 75 % answered more than the obtained mean for discourse-based CSs. Table 4 .31 shows that the mean of teachers score in items related to lexical-based was 27.43 and the standard deviation of the variable was 9.26 and minimum and maximum scores were 16.25 and 52.50, respectively. By comparing it with the teachers' answers to discourse-based CSs questions in the questionnaire, the mean of teachers score in items related to discourse base CSs was 89.50 and the standard deviation was 6.58 it was found that there was a significant difference between teachers in terms of using lexical and discoursebased CSs.
Analysis of Items related to Lexical-based CSs in the Questionnaire
Analysis of items related to Discourse based CSsin the Questionnaire
Discussion and Conclusion
This section represents the conclusion of the results and findings reported in the previous sections. It presents a discussion of the findings of the present research. It begins with discussion on the research hypothesis related to the research question. Next, pedagogical implications are discussed.
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the lexical and discourse-based CSs used by EFL teachers in Iranian context. Concerning the results of the study in chapter four, it was revealed that there was a significant difference in the means of scores for the teachers' use of lexical (M=27.43, SD=9.26) and discourse (M=89.5, SD=6.58) based CSs. The data confirming or rejecting this hypothesis were collected through a questionnaire, distributed to EFL teachers. The results drawn from these items were that EFL teachers used lexical and discourse-based CSs. The majority of EFL teachers used lexical-based CSs to compensate for lack of linguistic ability in their interlocutors. Analysis of items related to lexical based CSs revealed that, respondents mostly resorted to different kinds of achievement lexical-based CSs such as IL-based communication strategies (description, exemplification, substitution…), to compensate breakdowns in the communication. This finding is in line with (Bialystok 1983 , Faerch and Kasper 1983 and Paribakht 1985 . According to obtained results by using the achievement or compensatory strategies, teachers tackled communication problems by an alternative plan for reaching their original goals. It seemed that EFL teachers used some other achievement lexical-based CSs, like use of fillers (to gain time to think), mime and gesture to help the effectiveness of teaching and fill the breakdowns in the communication. Compared to avoidance strategies, IL -based CSs are beneficial since they reflect the fact that learners make more positive attempts to tackle the difficulties they face in the process of communication.
Analysis of items related to discourse-based CSs revealed that the majority of EFL teachers used discourse based CSs as more proficient learners to enhance the effectiveness of communication in class. The analysis of the items revealed that most of the teachers used tonicity, topic fronting, lexical repetition to show salience of information to enhance the negotiation of meaning. This finding is in line with (Clennell 1995 , Ting and Phan 2008 , Ting and Lau 2008 . According to Clennell (1995) , CSs should not be viewed as being relevant only when the need for conversational repair arise, but that CSs can be used to facilitate the transfer of key information to alleviate breakdowns in communication. It seemed that EFL teachers used tonicity and topic fronting to emphasis the salience of the topic, they used lexical repetition to seek confirmation and topic maintenance to continue teaching discourse. So, it was concluded that discourse-based CSs were used for transfer of key information and effectiveness of teaching and communication process.
This study was set out to investigate lexical and discourse-based CSs used be EFL teachers in Iranian context. Analysis of the CSs using an integrated typology from Tarone (1977) , Faerch and Kasper (1983) and Clennell (1995) revealed some interesting results. The obtained results showed that irrespective of high language proficiency, EFL teachers used some IL-based CSs to compensate the breakdowns in the communication. Also, the results revealed that EFL teachers used discourse-based CSs more than lexical-based CSs to transfer the key information and emphasize the important topics in the communication process.
The present study is supposed to have some practical and pedagogical implications for the area of English language teaching and learning. This research is a preliminarily step in studying the lexical and discourse-based CSs used by teachers and can be considered as an opening to viewing the area of communicative competence and using CSs from a new dimension By referring to the results of the study, teachers can become aware of their CS use in the classroom situations and the fact that they have either a little understanding about the area of CSs or a little awareness of the actual CSs they use in their classes. The present study was an attempt to inform teachers about using discourse-based CSs to focus on the salience of the information and negotiation of meaning. Raising this awareness accompanied by other studies reflecting on the effectiveness of the used CSs can lead to a better EFL learning situation for learners. Therefore, teachers can also learn how to become better and more efficient teachers.
